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or reciprocity, the Court of Queen's Bench intimated that
having regard to the English practice of service out of the juris-
diction it would have reached a different conclusion. Since,
however, the basis of enforcement is that a judgment imposes
an obligation upon the defendant, it followed that there must
be a connexion between him and the forum sufficiently close to
make it his duty to perform that obligation. No such duty could
be spelt out of the inactivity of the defendants, who were aliens
resident in a foreign country,
Wright J. reached the same conclusion in a later case where
a New Zealand judgment had been given against an absentee
under an assumed jurisdiction substantially similar to that
countenanced by the English Order xi.1
Possible     It is not without significance, however, that in this general
effect of cont-ext the Court of Appeal in Tracers v. Hollef acted on the
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basis oi reciprocity and held that what entitles an English court
to assume divorce jurisdiction is equally effective in the case of
a foreign court. Moreover, Denning LJ. has stated obiter that
a judgment given in the Isle of Man against an absentee, under
rules for service out of the jurisdiction corresponding to those
contained in Order xi, would undoubtedly be recognized in
England.3 In a later case, however, Hodson L J. observed that
Travers v. Holley was 'a decision limited to a judgment in rem
in a matter affecting matrimonial status, and it has not been
followed, so far as I am aware, in any case except a matrimonial
case'.4
It is submitted with respect that the welcome advance made
by that decision towards what a distinguished writer has called
Internationalism*5 should not be confined to the single case of
matrimonial jurisdiction. In principle it is equally applicable to
jurisdiction assumed under provisions substantially similar to
those appearing in Order xi. The obstacle to the extension of
the doctrine of reciprocity to this particular field is, of course,
Schibsby v, Westenholzp but the crux of reciprocal recognition is
that the steps which qualify a foreign court to assume juris-
diction should have an approximate equivalent in English law,
and perhaps a possible way of escape from that decision is to
1	Tvnthllv. Walker (1892), 67 L.T. 767,
2	[1953] P. 246; Carr v. Carr, [1955] i W.L.R. 422: sufra, p. 397.
3	In re Dulles, [1951] CL 842, 851.
4	In re Trepca Mines ltd., [1960] i W.L.R. 1273, 1281.
5	Kahn-Freund, The Growth of Internationalism in*English Private Inter-
national Law, pp. 30 et seqq.	* Supra, p. 651.

